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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-3,6,8 and 10-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US PAT 6,826,552 to Grosser et al. (Grosser). 

As to claims 1 ,23, Grosser discloses a method for referring a prospective 
customer to prospective automobile dealers including prompting the customer to enter 
customer information and receiving it (col 27, lines 23-25), querying a database using 
the information (title), the database including dealer information about a plurality of 
dealers and reporting the information to the customer (col 28, lines 59-60). 

Grosser does not, however, teach contact information about prior contacts 
between the customer and the dealer. Grosser does teach saving information from 
previous searches (col 29, lines 16-18). It would have been obvious to save this 
information for future use in case the customer re-uses the system for another car so 
that the customer could buy from a dealer the customer liked or not buy from a dealer 
the customer didn't like, especially as the information includes, "values" (col 29, lines 
43-44), the nuniber of dealers to locate in the database is deemed a matter of obvious 
engineering design choice. The information would inherently be delivered to the 
customer as Grosser delivers information to the user. 

As to claim 20. Grosser discloses a central server (fig 3), a processor (330, fig 3), 
a database (313, fig 3) and means for transmitting information (inherent in that the 
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information is transmitted). It would be obvious to include the type of contact in case the 
user had forgotten the type of contact. This is merely providing information as a 
reminder of information the user already knows but might not remember. 

As to claims 2,3,24,25 the information includes the customer's name and address 
(col 27, lines 59-60). 

As to claims 6 and 33, it would be obvious to record that a customer had 
purchased a vehicle from a dealer or had service there and put that dealer at the top of 
the list as the customer would have an opinion on that dealer, whether favorable or 
unfavorable. 

As to claim 8, it would be obvious to give a higher priority for a selling relation 
than to a sen/ice relationship as the sales team of a store is generally different from the 
service team and as such, a customer could like the sales but dislike the service or vice 
versa 

As to claims 10,28 a list of automobiles nearest the customer are returned (col 
28, lines 57-59), the system could be used for more than one customer. Whether or not 
there are prior contacts would be determined by whether or not the user had prior 
contacts, it would be obvious to not require that a user had had a previous contact or 
else new users could never be enrolled. 

As to claims 1 1 ,29 the results are inherently divided into a plurality of sets 
(geographical region, col 28, lines 57-59). 

As to claims 12,30 it would be obvious to include the prior contact with each set. 
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As to claims 1 3,31 , tlie number of sets viewed at a time would be a matter of 
obvious engineering design clioice, it would be obvious to allow a view of only one set 
at a time to avoid cluttering the screen with too much infonnation. 

As to claims 14,32, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to have a link to another set of options as Grosser discloses a "reject" option (col 28, 
lines 65-66) for a set of options. 

As to claim 15, it would be obvious to have the sets arranged in geographical 
order as that is how they are chosen, the preference would be "closest". 

As to claims 16,34 it is very well known to have maps displaying geographical 
region. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a 
map to ease location selection. Further, the examiner takes Official Notice that maps on 
the Internet are very old and well known (Mapquest, Rand Macnally, etc.) 

As to claims 1 7,35 it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have directions to the dealer to make it easy for the customer to get to the chosen 
dealer. 

As to claims 18,19,36,37,39 it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to list sets of dealers with the most recent prior contacts as these are the dealers the 
customer has shown an interest in. It would be obvious to allow the user to have as 
many or as few numbers of contacts so as not to artificially restrict the client pool. As 
there is a computer, there would inherently be a database as this is how computers 
store data. 
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As to claim 21 , Grosser discloses a browser (304), having forms capabilities (figs 
1 6a-k). 

As to claim 22, the means is the Internet (fig 3). 

As to claims 26 it would be obvious to include a plurality of contacts if there were 
a plurality so as to have complete information. 

As to claims 27,38, it would be obvious to group the contacts, such as in 
"favorable" and "unfavorable" sections and to give preference to those in the "favorable" 
category and to avoid those in the "unfavorable" category. As there is a computer, there 
would inherently be a database as this is how computers store data. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1/2/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. As to arguments in relation to "at least two dealers", the number of dealers 
is considered to be a matter of obvious engineering design choice. The limitations 
regarding "service v. sales contact" have been addressed in the above rejection. The 
examiner does not dispute that the prior contact information is not specifically 
mentioned in the cited prior art, however, the examiner gave a reason to make obvious 
and applicant has not explained why this reasoning is unreasonable or the modification 
is inobvious. For instance, in the Washington DC area there are numerous dealerships 
owned by a company called "Rosenthal", some people will refuse to deal with any of 
these dealerships, therefore, it would be a waste to suggest they go to those 
dealerships. Many people have had bad experiences with particular businesses and 
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therefore would not do business with them no matter the incentive. This is not "hindsight 
bias", merely noting human nature. There is an "apparent reason" given, the applicant is 
welcome to dispute the reason, but not to deny it is there. From the above rejection "It 
would have been obvious to save this information for future use in case the 
customer re-uses the system for another car so that the customer could buy from 
a dealer the customer liked or not buy from a dealer the customer didn't like, 
especially as the information includes, "values"." As to arguments in relation to 
claims 12 and 30, the examiner does not repeat a rejection of the same limitation for 
each claim that contains it, merely for the first limitation. Subsequent claims are rejected 
based only on new limitations that are not in previous claims. As to arguments about 
using the system for a second user, it would be most inobvious to not allow multiple 
users to use the system or else it would only be used by one person. The term "sets" is 
incredibly broad and geographic location meets this very broad limitation. The viewing 
of "one set at a time" has been discussed in the above rejection. 

Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J. Fisher whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6804. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 7:30am-5:00pm alt Fri. off. 

The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomiation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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